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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION AND BASE DESCRIPTION

This Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Cleanup Plan (BCP) is a Department of Defense (DoD)
document required for all closing DoD installations. The BCP is intended to aid in the implementation
of President Clinton’s July 2, 1993, decision to expedite and improve environmental response actions
and facilitate the transfer and reuse of DoD property while protecting human health and the
environment. This document represents the third revision of the BCP for Engineering Field Activity
West (EFA WEST), Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Hunters Point Shipyard (HPS). The BCP
was prepared using information available as of January 31, 1997. The original HPS BCP is dated
March 5, 1994.

HPS is in the southeast portion of San Francisco County, California, as shown in Figure 1-1. HPS is a
deactivated U.S. Department of the Navy of Navy (Navy) shipyard that was selected and approved for
closure and disposition by the BRAC Commission in 1991. HPS is currently under caretaker status by
EFA WEST of San Bruno, California. Portions of HPS have been leased to private parties. The
Navy, with support from Congresswoman Nancy Pelosi and Mayor Willie Brown, is continuing to

determine and use the best possible transfer options for the City and the Navy.

Because of the presence of hazardous materials at HPS from past shipyard operations, the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) placed HPS on the National Priorities List in 1989. Pursuant
to the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA)
as amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA), the Navy, EPA,
and the California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal/EPA) executed a Federal Facility Agreement
(FFA). The original FFA was signed in 1990 between the Navy, EPA, and Cal/EPA. The 1990 FFA
was modified in 1992 to include the Water Board as a signatory. The FFA provides a working
agreement between the regulatory agencies (EPA and Cal/EPA) and the Navy to facilitate the
investigation and cleanup of current and former HPS properties. The area of investigation includes on-
base property; one off-base property (the railroad right-of-way); and formerly used defense sites
(FUDS), which are properties once owned by the Navy but since transferred to other parties. For

purposes of the Navy’s Installation Restoration Program (IRP), HPS is divided into five parcels,
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Parcels A through E, in 1992, and Parcel F was added in 1995 (see Figure 1-2). The FFA schedule for
completion of IRP work based on Parcels A through E was renegotiated on February 4, 1994, and
again on June 7, 1995. The current FFA covers the completion of the record of decision for Parcels A
through E and if required, the preparation of a Phase 2 Ecological Work Plan for Parcel F. Parcel F is
the off-shore portion of HPS. The schedules are presented in Chapter 5.

This BCP is a working document to be used for planning environmental restoration and compliance
activities at HPS. This BCP reflects a comprehensive, bottom-up program review prepared in
consultation with the HPS BRAC Cleanup Team (BCT) to facilitate the return of HPS property to the
community for beneficial reuse. The BCP is designed to be used as a primary document to (1) justify the
environmental budget during the budgeting process (see Appendix A); (2) reflect the collective effort,
concurrence, and ownership of the BCT; (3) identify the availability of HPS real estate for transfer or
interim reuse; and (4) discuss opportunities for accelerating the environmental program. Changes to this
BCP in response to State of California, Federal, and community input could result in changes affecting

the implementation, cost, and schedule of the planned actions.

The organization and features of this BCP; environmental response objective; the BCP purpose,
development, updates, and distribution; BCT and project plan; overview of HPS; and on-base and off-

base property characteristics are discussed below.

1.1 ORGANIZATION AND FEATURES OF THIS BCP

This section provides a brief user guide to the organization and features of this BCP.
1.1.1 BCP Organization

The BCP is organized as follows:

e Chapters 1 and 2 provide general information regarding the BCP and HPS. Chapter 1
provides general information regarding the purpose and organization of the BCP,
applicable environmental laws, the environmental setting and history of HPS, and on-base
and off-base property characteristics. Chapter 2 provides general information regarding the
property disposal and reuse plan.
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e Chapters 3 and 4 include specific information on the environmental condition of the base.
Chapter 3 discusses the current environmental status of the HPS IRP and associated
environmental compliance programs, environmental conditions at HPS, and community
involvement activities. Chapter 4 presents the strategy for achieving environmental
restoration and compliance at HPS.

e Chapter 5 provides the current schedules of planned and anticipated activities to be
performed under the environmental restoration program for HPS.

e Chapter 6 describes unresolved issues that must be addressed by the BCT and other project
team members and proposes strategies for resolving these issues.

e Appendix A presents the current funding requirements, as well as a summary table of past
costs for the environmental restoration program.

e Appendix B provides a chronological list of project reports.

e Appendix C summarizes the decision documents related to interim removal actions, and
final remedial actions for those areas which have completed the RI/FS process.

e Appendix D summarizes each decision document for each site for which a no further
response action planned (NFRAP) decision has been made. Currently, no NFRAPs have
been prepared for HPS.

¢ Appendix E presents working schematic conceptual diagram models for Parcels B through
E, and text discussion of the geology and hydrogeology for Parcels A through E.

e Appendix F presents BCT action items resolved in 1996.
1.1.2 BCP Features

To assist the reader, a list of commonly used abbreviations, acronyms, and symbols and a glossary of
terms follow the table of contents. Figures and tables follow the chapter in which they are referenced.
Figures appear first, followed by tables. Many documents and other materials are parenthetically cited
in the main text and tables. Two examples of the reference citations are as follows: “(Accurso 1992)”
and “(EFA WEST 1991).” A completed list of the cited references follows Chapter 6 of this BCP.

Also, because of the complexity of HPS, the figures have been designed with clear film overlays to
show specific information such as IRP site locations, buildings currently used, buildings containing
asbestos, habitats, and reuse plans on a base-wide scale. These overlays can be removed from the

binding and placed on top of the master site layout map (Figure 1-2). Figures showing the areas of
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identified chemical and petroleum hydrocarbon contamination in soil and groundwater, and utilities are
presented on a larger scale by parcel in figures in Chapter 3.0. Figures showing the IRP site locations
are presented by parcel in figures in Chapter 4.0. Figures 3-3 through 3-7, 3-10, and 3-11 have been

omitted from Revision 03.

This BCP provides special materials related to HPS’s environmental issues and reuse. Information

related to resources for environmental issues includes the following:

e Table 1-1 lists project team members and their roles.

e Table 3-1 lists IRP site names, chemical contamination and potential sources, estimated
human health risk, proposed cleanup, and CERCLA status.

e Figure 3-1 presents a chart of historic and current site groupings.

e Figures 3-2, 3-8, 3-9, and 3-27 provide maps of various HPS features presented as clear
film overlays.

e Figures 3-8, 3-9, and 3-12 through 3-19 show areas of contamination in soil and
groundwater for Parcels B through E.

¢ Figures 4-1 through 4-6 show, by parcel, IRP site locations.

¢ Figures E-2 through E-6 show by parcel, for Parcels B through E, areas of soil and
groundwater contamination and the potential for these contaminants to migrate.

Information related to reuse issues includes the following:

e Table 1-6 and Figure 1-4 present a list and map, respectively, of buildings currently used.

» Tables 2-1 and 3-1 lists the proposed reuse as of November 26, 1996 by parcel and IRP
sites, respectively. In addition, Figure 2-1 provides a map of the proposed reuse as of
November 26, 1996.

o Table 3-10 and Figure 3-28 include assessments of DoD’s classification of subparcels.

e Table 3-11 lists HPS buildings and their environmental conditions.

e Table 3-6 and Figure 3-20 provide a list and map of buildings, respectively, impacted by
the presence of asbestos.
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1.2 ENVIRONMENTAL RESPONSE OBJECTIVES

The objectives of the base closure environmental restoration program at HPS are to (1) protect human
health and the environment; (2) attempt to meet the reuse goals established by the community; (3) and
comply with existing state and Federal laws, regulations, and other requirements. To achieve these
objectives, CERCLA Section 120(h), as amended by the Community Environmental Response and
Facilitation Act of 1992 (CERFA), will be implemented as discussed below.

CERCLA

e Conduct all IRP activities in a manner consistent with Section 120 of CERCLA as amended
by SARA.

e Meet FFA deadlines as outlined in Chapter 5 of this BCP.

¢ Continue efforts to identify all potentially contaminated areas through continued sampling
and analysis under the IRP.

e Incorporate any new sites into the FFA, as appropriate.
¢ [Initiate selected removal actions to control, eliminate, or reduce risks to manageable levels.

e Develop, screen, and select remedial actions that reduce risks in a manner consistent with
statutory requirements.

¢ Conduct long-term remedial actions for groundwater and any necessary periodic reviews
for wastes left on site.

CERFA

e Identify, through environmental baseline surveys, any portion of HPS that has no
environmental problems precluding its availability for community reuse. Site-specific
environmental baseline surveys (EBS) were conducted in 1995 for HPS leases approved
prior to 1994, and a base-wide EBS was prepared, finalized, and sent to the regulatory
agencies in June 1996. An EBS is a comprehensive literature survey to determine existing
base conditions. The main purpose of the base-wide EBS is to aid in the implementation of
President Clinton’s July 2, 1993 decision to expedite and improve environmental response
actions and facilitate the transfer and reuse of DoD property.
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1.3

Establish priorities for environmental restoration and restoration-related compliance
activities so that HPS disposal and reuse goals can be met.

Identify and map the environmental condition of HPS, concurrent with remedial
investigation (RI) efforts. An RI is a study required under CERCLA of a site where
evidence has been found of a past release or disposal of hazardous chemicals that may
present a significant risk to human health or the environment. The RI involves the
collection of soil and groundwater samples, analysis of samples for hazardous chemicals,
and estimation of associated risks to human health or the environment based on likely
exposure scenarios to the chemicals actually present at the site.

Consider future land uses when characterizing risks associated with releases of petroleum,

hazardous substances, pollutants, contaminants, and hazardous wastes.
Identify and map areas suitable and unsuitable for transfer by deed.

Complete Rls as soon as practicable for each source area, zone, or parcel in an order of
priority that takes into account both environmental concerns and redevelopment plans.

Conduct remedial actions for environmental and property disposal and reuse priority areas
as soon as practicable.

Advise the real estate arm of the Navy BRAC organization about property considered
suitable for transfer and property not suitable for transfer because it has not been properly

evaluated or poses an unacceptable risk to human health or the environmental.

Establish interim and long-term monitoring plans for remedial actions, as appropriate.

BCP PURPOSE, DEVELOPMENT, UPDATES, AND DISTRIBUTION

This BCP summarizes the status and strategy of the HPS IRP and environmental compliance program.

The BCP outlines the response action approach at the installation in support of base closure. In

addition, it defines the status of efforts to resolve technical issues so that continued progress and

implementation of scheduled activities can occur. The HPS BCP strategies and schedules herein are

designed to streamline and expedite the necessary response actions associated with Parcels A through F

and areas adjacent to these parcels to facilitate possible disposal and reuse activities as soon as possible.

Remedial action protocols will incorporate future land uses during the evaluation of exposure scenarios.

The HPS BCP was prepared in consultation with the HPS BCT and was developed using the five-step

process as described below.
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1. Form the BCT and project team. The members of the BCT and project team are listed in Table 1-1
and discussed in Section 1.4.

2. Conduct a bottom-up program review of all past and ongoing environmental programs at HPS.
The goal of this step was to gain a complete picture of the status of HPS environmental restoration
activities (projects to clean up past releases of hazardous chemicals) and the status of compliance
programs (programs to ensure that HPS is in compliance with environmental regulations that
govern current operations).

3. Compile the information gathered and adopt recommendations for streamlining and expediting
ongoing environmental restoration and compliance programs.

4. Write and assemble the BCP. The BCP include information obtained during Step 2;
recommendations from Step 3; and strategies, rationales, schedules, and costs of implementations.
The BCT will update the BCP to incorporate community, project team, and the Restoration
Advisory Board (RAB) input.

5. Implement the strategies and schedules presented in the BCP and maintain and update the BCP as
the restoration of HPS progresses.

1.4 BCT AND PROJECT TEAM

The role of the BCT is to assemble a project team composed of a DoD base transition coordinator and
technical experts drawn from within each agency and from private contractors. The DoD member
coordinates BCT actions with the Community Reuse Committee. The current core members of the

HPS BCT are as follows:

e Mr. Michael McClelland, P.E., EFA WEST BRAC Environmental Coordinator
e Ms. Claire Trombadore and Ms. Sheryl Lauth, EPA Region 9, Remedial Project Managers

e Mr. Cyrus Shabahari, Cal/EPA, Department of Toxic Substance Control (DTSC),
Remedial Project Manager

BCT meetings are conducted approximately every 2 weeks and allow periodic program overview and
the means to reach consensus on decisions with Federal and state regulators. Table 1-1 lists the roles
and responsibilities of BCT members and additional key participants for the HPS project. An

additional key component in the cleanup and base conversion process is the RAB. The RAB is made
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up of community members, representatives of the community organizations, and other state and Federal

agencies. Table 1-2 lists the members of the RAB.

1.5 OVERVIEW OF HUNTERS POINT SHIPYARD

This section discusses the environmental setting, base history, and installation mission of HPS.
1.5.1 Environmental Setting

This section provides a brief description of the HPS location and topography, climate and meteorology,

geology, hydrogeology, surface water drainage, and ecology.
Location and Topography

HPS is located on a long promontory in the southeastern portion of San Francisco that extends eastward
into San Francisco Bay (see Figure 1-1). The installation is bounded on the north and east by the bay
and on the south and west by the Bayview/Hunters Point district of San Francisco. The on-base
property at HPS consists of 936.37 acres, 493.47 of which are on land and 442.90 of which are below
bay waters (EFA WEST 1994a). Additionally, HPS also consists of a 3.39-acre off-base property, the
railroad right-of-way. This right-of-way, which is approximately 3,200 feet long and 30 feet wide,

extends off-site to the west of HPS along Crisp Avenue.

About 70 to 80 percent of HPS consists of relatively flat lowlands constructed by placing fill materials
along the bay margin. The remaining land consists of a moderately to steeply sloping ridge in the

northwest portion of HPS. Elevations range from 0 to 18 feet above mean sea level in the lowlands to
180 feet above mean sea level at the ridge crest. Material from the ridge was used to fill lowlands and

construct building pads at HPS except in the landfill located at the southwestern boundary of HPS.

The landfill was created with native materials mixed with industrial debris and refuse. Most of the
lowlands are covered by asphalt paving and structures. The open areas are either sparsely vegetated or

covered by bare soil.
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Climate and Meteorology

The climate at HPS is characterized by partly cloudy, cool summers with little precipitation and mostly
clear, mild winters with rainstorms. The area rainfall average is 19.71 inches per year (Mare Island

1994a).

The air monitoring conducted at HPS indicates that the prevailing wind direction is from west to east
(Brown and Caldwell 1995). The average and maximum wind speeds at HPS are approximately 10 and

23 miles per hour, respectively (PRC/HLA 1993).
Geology

The geologic units underlying HPS consist of Quaternary-aged (2 million years before present) and
Jurassic-Cretaceous-aged (65 to 200 million years before present) sediments and rocks. In general, the
stratigraphic sequence, from the land surface downward, is as follows: Artificial Fill, Slope Debris and
Ravine Fill, Undifferentiated Upper Sand Deposits, Bay Mud Deposits, Undifferentiated Sedimentary
Deposits, and the Franciscan Complex. The Franciscan Complex includes undifferentiated sandstone and
shale, chert, altered greenstone, and serpentinite. The peninsula forming HPS is within a north-to-west
trending belt of the Franciscan Complex known as the Hunters Point Shear Zone. This belt extends
diagonally northwest to southeast through the city of San Francisco from the south abutment of Golden
Gate Bridge to Hunters Point. Rocks within this belt are intensely deformed and sheared. Serpentine is the
predominant rock type, but other rock types characteristic of the Franciscan Complex are also present
(PRC 1996a).

Generally, Artificial Fill covers Undifferentiated Upper Sand Deposits, Bay Mud Deposits,
Undifferentiated Sedimentary Deposits, and Franciscan Complex at HPS. Bay Mud Deposits are
absent in some areas, especially in the area adjacent to the 1935 shoreline (PRC 1996a). Figure 1-3

shows the geologic conditions at HPS. The geology of HPS is further detailed in Appendix E.
Hydrogeology

Two aquifers and a water-bearing zone have been identified at HPS: the A-aquifer, the B-aquifer, and

the bedrock water-bearing zone. The A-aquifer consists of saturated fill material and Undifferentiated
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Upper Sand Deposits overlying Bay Mud Deposits. The A-aquifer may overlie bedrock in excavated
areas adjacent to the former shoreline. In lowland areas, the A-aquifer is generally unconfined,
groundwater depths ranging from 2 to 15 feet below ground surface. The B-aquifer consists of
Undifferentiated Sedimentary Deposits underlying Bay Mud Deposits and overlying the Franciscan
Complex. The bedrock water-bearing zone consists of the upper, weathered and deeper, fractured
portions of the Franciscan Complex and appears to be in direct hydraulic communication with the A-
aquifer where the A-aquifer directly overlies it (PRC 1996a). The hydrogeology of HPS is further
detailed in Appendix E.

Groundwater at HPS is not used for any purpose, and no irrigation or water supply wells are located at
HPS (SFDPH 1996). The nearest public water supply well is located approximately 2.5 miles inland
from HPS (Tetra Tech 1993a). However, a commercial bottled-water company, Albion Mountain
Spring, is located approximately 2,300 feet northwest of HPS. Albion Mountain Springs extracts
groundwater through underground galleries for commercial sale to the public. However, the
groundwater extracted and used by Albion appears to be from an aquifer separate and distinct from
groundwater beneath HPS (PRC 1995a). Any contamination in HPS ground'water is not likely to
impact Albion’s bottled water supply.

Surface Water Drainage

Surface water drainage at HPS is primarily through sheet-flow runoff collected by an on-site storm
drain system that discharges through several outfalls into San Francisco Bay. No naturally occurring
channelized drainage exists; any preexisting drainage channels have been filled or modified by

construction over the years, potentially affecting subsurface drainage patterns.
Ecology

Terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems are present at HPS. Although most of HPS is covered by asphalt,
buildings, or other structures, vegetated areas supporting terrestrial fauna exist. These areas are
ruderal (disturbed), landscaped, nonnative grassland, and salt marsh. All four habitats are somewhat

disturbed as a result of past and current activities. The aquatic system consists of wetland, pelagic
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intertidal, and subtidal habitats contiguous with San Francisco Bay. The ecology of HPS is further

discussed in Section 3.3.
1.5.2 Base History

The history of HPS is discussed as two time periods: from 1776 to 1938 and from 1939 to the present.
Congress passed legislation for the acquisition of HPS in 1939. The operational history of HPS is

summarized in Table 1-3.
1776 to 1938

Hunters Point has been part of recorded maritime history since 1776. Title to the land dates back to the
eighteenth century. In 1776, Juan Manuela de Ayala sailed into San Francisco Bay and recorded his
findings for the Viceroy of Spain. When Mission San Francisco de Asis was founded in 1776, this area
(then referred to as Point Avisidero) and the inland area known as Point Viejo became mission lands
and were used for cattle grazing. By 1849, Robert, John, and Phillip Hunter established residences on
the promontory. Although various legal battles clouded the Hunters’ claim to the land, the land bore

the name Hunters Point by 1858.

It is important to view the Hunters Point area in the context of California’s tremendous growth during
the gold rush. At the height of the gold rush, California’s shipping industry strained to meet the rapid
expansion. New, larger vessels referred to as the California Clipper Ships were built in the 1840s.

These large ships created a strong demand for dry docks in the San Francisco Bay region.

Hunters Point was advantageous not only in terms of its geography but also because it already had a
timber pier and docking facilities in the 1850s. In 1867, the California Dry Dock Company purchased
the tip of Point Avisidero to build a dry dock. A 490-foot-long, graving dry dock (Dry Dock 1) was
completed in 1868, with a pumphouse 50 feet from the forward end of the dry dock on the south side.
By 1900, the San Francisco Dry Dock Company owned the dry dock. This company built a second
dry dock in 1903. Dry Dock 2 was the largest dry dock on the West Coast, capable of servicing all the
classes of ships traveling the Pacific Ocean. A new pumphouse was completed in 1907 to serve both
dry docks.
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In 1909, the Navy began to investigate acquiring Hunters Point. However, at that time, Congress was
not inclined to vote on new purchases, and the acquisition of Hunters Point was not pursued. Under
terms of a 1916 subsidy contract with the Navy, the Union Iron Works Dry Dock Company began
construction of a 1,004-foot-long dry dock that became Dry Dock 3.

After 1918, Dry Dock 1 no longer existed as a separate entity. The Hunters Point facility consisted of
Dry Dock 2 and the new Dry Dock 3, which included part of the original Dry Dock 1. Dry Dock 3

was at the time the second largest dry dock in the world.

These dry docks and ship repair functions were not the only commercial activities that occurred at the
point. Fishing enterprises were located adjacent to both sides of the dry docks. At the turn of the
century, the Alaska Codfish Company’s packing houses were located north of HPS. The Chinese had
established a strong shrimp industry in San Francisco Bay as early as 1871. Five such shrimp camps
were adjacent to the docks, each consisting of homes, offices, and warehouses. Also adjacent to the

Hunters Point facility were lodging houses, saloons, and various local businesses.
1939 to Present

The 76th Congress (1938-1940), pressured by a growing concern that the United States would become
involved in a war, requested that the Secretary of the Navy appoint a board of officers to report on the
advisability of acquiring the Hunters Point dry docks. This board recommended that the Navy acquire
the Hunters Point facility. This recommendation was incorporated into legislation, House of

Representatives (HR) Bill 878, which was passed by Congress on June 2, 1939.

A second House of Representatives Bill, HR 5766, was incorporated into HR 878. Two key issues
arose during the debate on HR 5766. These issues still impact on the current viability of land transfer
at Hunters Point. Hunters Point was then an annex of the Navy’s Mare Island Naval Shipyard (Mare
Island) facility. Members of Congress questioned the annex designation because they feared it would
restrict development. Congress also questioned the terms of acquisition. By this time, Bethlehem Steel
owned Hunters Point, and the $4 million purchase price offered by the Navy, which was 60 percent of

what Bethlehem believed a fair market price, led to lease arrangements allowing Bethlehem use of the

property.
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In 1940, the U.S. Government received title to the land at Hunters Point. Of the property acquired,
Dry Docks 2 and 3, two pumphouses, a boilerhouse, a gatehouse, and a paint storage building still exist
and form a historic district. These buildings meet the requirements for placement on the National
Register of Historic Places. The development of Hunters Point by the Navy included the purchase of

585 acres of land and all the accompanying construction.

During World War II, the influx of workers created a housing shortage. By 1943, the Navy planned
that Hunters Point would accommodate 4,000 family apartments and 7,500 dormitory units. The
hillsides above Hunters Point were carved to accommodate the temporary apartment buildings, and
roads were constructed to connect the housing areas to the shipyard. The railroad right-of-way was
acquired on June 10, 1945, from the Southern Pacific Railroad Company and the City of San

Francisco.

In addition, Dry Dock 4 was completed in less than 9 months during the World War II period.
Approximately 5 million cubic yards of soil was excavated from the area and deposited as fill north and
.south of Dry Docks 2 and 3. This soil was used to construct a cofferdam behind which Dry Dock 4
was constructed. Dry Dock 4 has been identified as meeting criteria for placement on the Nation

Register of Historic Places.

On November 30, 1945, the facility was re-designated the U.S. Naval Radiological Defense Laboratory
(NRDL), which originated at Hunters Point as the Radiological Safety Section, a part of the San
Francisco Naval Shipyard Industrial Laboratory. NRDL evolved as a separate command under the
auspices of the shipyard in September 1950. The first laboratory buildings used by the NRDL have

either been demolished, transferred to other parties, or are no longer used for radiological purposes.

By 1951, Hunters Point shifted from operating as a general repair facility to specializing in submarine
repair, although the Navy continued to operate the facility to overhaul carriers and ships. In April
1965, the Hunters Point Naval Shipyard Command and Mare Island Naval Shipyard Command merged
to become the San Francisco Bay Naval Shipyard. The Navy operated the facility as a carrier and ship
repair facility thfough the late 1960s. On January 31, 1970, the San Francisco Bay Naval Shipyard

divided, and the two facilities separated again. Each facility became an independent, self-governing
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shipyard: Hunters Point Naval Shipyard (HPS) and Mare Island Naval Shipyard. HPS was deactivated

in 1974 and remained relatively unused until 1976.

In 1976, the Navy leased most of HPS to a private ship-repair company, Triple A Machine Shop
Incorporated (Triple A). Triple A leased the property from July 1, 1976, to June 30, 1986. Triple A
did not vacate the facility until March 1987. During the lease period, Triple A used dry docks,
adjacent berths, machine shops, power plants, various offices, and warehouses, to repair commercial
and naval vessels. Triple A also subleased portions of the property to various other businesses. Some
of these subleases are still in effect. After the expiration of its lease, Triple A was involved in
extensive litigation regarding the disposal of hazardous wastes at HPS. Alleged activities conducted by
Triple A that resulted in the generation of hazardous substances and wastes include (1) removing
hazardous substances and waste, such as waste oil and contaminated bilge water, from ships under
repair; (2) constructing, demolishing, or renovating buildings at the site, which involved disposal of
asbestos lagging materials as well as electric capacitors and transformers that contained polychlorinated
biphenyl (PCB) contaminated oil; and (3) ship repair that generated sandblast fines containing metals,

waste paint, and spent solvent.

HPS became the. focus of a landmark lawsuit when the City of San Francisco sued Triple A, alleging
illegal storage and disposal of hazardous substances. During the preliminary hearing of the Triple A
trial, the on-site Navy staff and former Triple A employees alleged the illegal storage and disposal of
large amounts of spent sandblast fines, waste oils, spent solvents, acids, and paint sludges. During the
ensuing trial, the court found that Triple A was guilty of using 20 different HPS sites for illegal waste
disposal and fined the company $9 million. An appeals court reduced the fine to $115,000. The City
of San Francisco settled a civil suit against Triple A to cover cleanup of HPS. The 20 illegal disposal

sites were subsequently investigated under the Navy’s IRP.

Because of the presence of hazardous materials from past shipyard operations, HPS was placed on the
National Priorities List in 1989 as a Superfund site pursuant to CERCLA as amended by SARA. In
April 1990, HPS came under the administrative jurisdiction of Treasure Island Naval Station and was
named Treasure Island Naval Station, Hunters Point Annex (HPA). In 1991, DoD placed HPS on the
Base Closure List, mandating that contamination at HPA be remediated and the property be made

available for nondefense use. HPS was designated as a “B” site by the Agency for Toxic Substances
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and Disease Registry (ATSDR) in 1991, meaning that the shipyard poses no imminent threat to human -
health but has the potential to pose a long-term threat to human health (ATSDR 1991). On March 31,
1994, control of HPS was transferred to the Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Western Division
(WESTDIV, now EFA WEST), in San Bruno, California and in 1996, HPA was renamed Hunters
Point Shipyard (HPS).

1.5.3 Installation Mission

The Hunters Point Naval Shipyard was primarily used to modify, maintain, and repair ships (NEESA
1984). The mission of the shipyard before decommission in 1974 was to provide logistical support for
assigned ships and service craft; perform authorized work in connection with construction, conversion,
overhaul, repair, alteration, dry docking, and outfitting of ships and craft as assigned; perform
research, development, and test work as assigned; and provide services and material to other activities
and units as directed by competent authority. To implement mission objectives, the following tasks and

functions were assigned to Hunters Point Naval Shipyard:

e Perform authorized ship work in connection with the new construction, conversion,
overhaul, repair, alteration, activation, and deactivation of all types of naval ships,
including missile ships; and outfit naval ships and service craft.

¢ Design naval ships.
e Operate as a planning yard for ship alterations.
e Perform research, development, test, and evaluation work as assigned.

e Perform research, development, test, and engineering work on material handling for
replenishment-at-sea projects as assigned by the Naval Ships Systems Command.

e Operate the West Coast Shock Facility to evaluate the design, construction, and operation
of combat ships against attack by noncontact underwater weapons, including planning and
conducting shock tests of shipboard equipment by using the Floating Shock Platform,
providing technical support for conducting routine shock tests against operational ships,
conduct research and development studies in the shock and vibration area, and performing
measurement and analysis of test data.

e Provide electronic and weapons engineering services upon request to Navy and U.S. Coast
Guard ships in the San Francisco Bay area.
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e Conduct civilian and military training programs as required.

¢ Provide accounting, civilian payroll, savings bond, military disbursement, public works,
industrial relations, medical, dental, berthing, supply, messing, fire prevention and fire
protection, security, and other services to organizational components of the Navy and other
U.S. Government agencies, as assigned or as requested by competent authority.

e Serve as stock point for designated material controlled by bureaus and offices of the Navy,
naval shore (field) activities, and various defense supply centers.

e Serve as a material-assembly and planning activity center for military alterations authorized
to be accomplished by private shipyards on ships undergoing overhaul on the West Coast.

¢ Provide outpatient medical care to Navy and Marine Corps personnel and their dependents
attached to the shipyard, tenant activities, afloat units in the shipyard, and retired military

beneficiaries in the area.

¢ Provide housing facilities, as available, for authorized military and civilian personnel,
including personnel aboard ships present at HPS.

¢ Provide controls for the procurement, handling, storage, use, and disposal of sources of
ionizing radiation, as well as related facilities associated with industrial operations.

e Provide industrial support to the Westinghouse Polaris (Trident IT) Test Complex.

In support of base missions, past activities have generated hazardous and potentially hazardous wastes,
including spent petroleum products, solvents, acids, caustics, detergent, paint sludges, sandblast grit,

radioactive materials, and various other waste chemicals and liquids.

Table 1-3 summarizes general historical installation operations and hazardous substance activities;
Table 1-4 provides information on the Navy’s hazardous waste generating and disposal activities during

the primary operational period of HPS from the 1940s to 1974.

1.6 ON-BASE AND OFF-BASE PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS

This section discusses HPS property acquisitions, tenants, and transferred properties.
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1.6.1 Property Acquisition

Real estate summary maps provided by EFA WEST and the “Summary of Land Title Conditions at the
Hunters Point Annex, Naval Station Treasure Island” (EFA WEST 1994b) indicate that all of the HPS
property is “owned in fee,” except for 1.84 acres that is “in-grant.” Table 1-5 lists previous land
owners, acreage owned, and the property acquisition date by the Navy for land that now makes up
HPS. The summary report of land title conditions also states that 48 acres of HPS could be affected by
the Tidelands Trust. These 48 acres were purchased from Bethlehem Steel and consist partly of
submerged land and partly dry land made from fill. The remainder of HPS is said to have been
acquired through “condemnation” and is therefore not affected by the Tidelands Trust (EFA WEST
1994b).

1.6.2 Tenants

Both on-base properties and the off-base railroad right-of-way are leased to private parties. Table 1-6
lists the buildings at HPS, their former and current use, and current tenants (EFA WEST 1997a and
1997b). Figure 1-4 shows the buildings currently being used. Many of the on-base buildings have
been leased and used by private tenants for maritime and nonmaritime industrial and artistic purposes
for more than 10 years. Representative uses include storage space, art studios, machine works,
woodworking shops, automobile restoration garages, recreational vehicle parking, and movie filming.
About 200 on-site workers are employed by small businesses (Sullivan 1993), and 400 on-site artists
work in the studios (EFA WEST 1995a). The off-base property, the railroad right-of-way, is currently
being leased to the Golden Gate Railroad Museum for transporting trains to the restoration area located

on base in Parcel E.
1.6.3 Transferred Properties

Under the FFA, the Navy, EPA, and Cal/EPA agreed to investigate FUDS (Installation Restoration site
74 [IR-74], IR-75, and IR-76) as part of the IRP (see Figure 1-5). These properties are located adjacent
to Parcels A and E. To date, the Navy has transferred property at HPS to private parties the following

four times:
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e IR-74 (Buildings 815 and associated land) and IR-75 (Building 820 and associated land)
were transferred to Ted Lowpensky, a molding manufacturer. Building 815, consisting of
4.229 acres, was acquired by Ted Lowpensky (private citizen) on December 12, 1984.
This building is currently leased to The Filesafe Company. Building 820, along with
6.1591 associated acres, was transferred to Ted Lowpensky on July 17, 1981, and is
currently used as a wood molding shop.

e ]R-76 (Buildings 830 and 831 and associated land), consisting of 3.829 acres, was
transferred to the University of California at San Francisco on April 17, 1978.

¢ On October 9, 1980, a 4.8-acre portion northwest of Parcel A was transferred to the City.
The land has since been used for a major housing development.

e The 17.07-acre property at Islais Creek north of HPS was transferred in 1980 to a private
owner and is now used as a lumber yard.

Buildings 815, 820, 830, and 831 are former NRDL sites. Buildings 815 and 820 have been
radiologically cleared, and documentation received from the Navy indicates that no further radiological
investigation is necessary for the other buildings. One underground fuel storage tank was identified at
the west end of the Building 830 and 831 property during a title search and review of Sanborn Maps
during the base-wide EBS.
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CHAPTER 2

PROPERTY DISPOSAL AND REUSE PLAN

The disposal or transfer of the HPS property is a multistage process that involves the following

activities:

e The investigation and remediation of contaminated sites as mandated by CERCLA as
amended by SARA, and the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) of 1976.

e The preparation of a BCP in consultation with the BCT.

e The preparation of a base-wide EBS for the purpose of documenting the environmental
condition of the property to support the transfer or lease of property. In addition, the EBS
is used to identify “uncontaminated” parcels as defined by CERCLA Section 120(h)(3) as
amended by CERFA. DoD, EPA, and the state must concur with the identification of
uncontaminated properties as required by CERFA.

e The land-use designation must be in compliance with the Coastal Management Act and the
City’s master land-use plan. Implementation of the Coastal Management Act is overseen
by the Bay Conservation and Development Commission. The area plan must receive San
Francisco Planning Commission (Planning Commission) approval. The zoning must be
approved by the Planning Commission, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors, and the
Mayor of San Francisco. The final redevelopment plan must be approved by the Planning
Commission, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors, and the San Francisco
Redevelopment Agency (SFRA).

e The preparation of environmental impact analysis pursuant to the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA).

o The preparation of a Finding of Suitability to Transfer (FOST) as required by the DoD.

The status of the property disposal planning process, its relation to the environmental programs,
property unsuitable for transfer, the strategy for investigation and remediation, and property transfer

methods are discussed below.

2.1 STATUS OF PROPERTY DISPOSAL PLANNING PROCESS

The investigation and remediation of contaminated sites as mandated by CERCLA and RCRA are

ongoing (see Sections 3.0 and 4.0). This BCP reflects the comprehensive bottom-up program review to
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facilitate the return of the facility to the community for beneficial reuse. The status of the HPS base-
wide EBS, community reuse plan, environmental impact statement (EIS), and FOST are discussed

below.

2.1.1 Status of the HPS Base-Wide Environmental Baseline Survey

The preparation of the base-wide EBS survey for HPS began in mid-1995. The purpose of the EBS
was to identify uncontaminated property readily available for transfer and describe the environmental

condition of the base. The HPS base-wide EBS was finalized on June 3, 1996 (PRC 1996b).

In the HPS base-wide EBS, all areas and buildings at HPS were classified according to the definitions
in the “Standard Classification of Environmental Condition of Property Area Types” (DoD 1995 and
PRC 1996b). After the final version of the HPS base-wide EBS was published in June 1996, DoD
revised the definitions of the environmental condition of property in the “Addendum to the BRAC
Cleanup Guidebook, August 1996” (DoD 1996). The seven area types or categories are now defined

as follows:

Category 1  Areas where no release or disposal of hazardous substances or petroleum
products has occurred (including no migration of these substances from
adjacent areas).

Category 2  Areas where only release or disposal of petroleum products has occurred.

Category 3  Areas where release, disposal, and/or migration of hazardous substances has
occurred, but at concentrations that do not require a removal or remedial
action.

Category 4  Areas where release, disposal, and/or migration of hazardous substances has
occurred, and all remedial actions necessary to protect human health and the
environment have been taken.

Category 5  Areas where release, disposal, and/or migration of hazardous substances has
occurred, and removal or remedial actions are underway, but all required

remedial actions have not yet been taken.

Category 6  Areas where release, disposal, and/or migration of hazardous substances has
occurred, but required actions have not yet been implemented.

Category 7  Areas that are not evaluated or require further evaluation.
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The major difference between the DoD 1995 and 1996 environmental condition property definition is
that Category 2 sites are petroleum-only contaminated areas. Also, the word “storage” has been
deleted from the definition of the Category 1 through Category 4 areas. The categorization of HPS
property detailed in Section 3.4 and Table 3-10 is based on the DoD 1996 BCP guidance and CERCLA
120(h). To date the new HPS property categories have not received approval from the regulatory

agencies.
2.1.2 Status of the Community Reuse Plan

The Office of Military Base Conversion (OMBC) is the City of San Francisco agency responsible for
the acquisition of HPS property. It is important to note that the OMBC is staffed by the City Planning
Department staff and is involved in the day-to-day implementation of the property acquisition. The
original preparation and following updates of the community reuse plan included (1) consultation with
the Citizens Advisory Committee appointed by the mayor, (2) selection of a land reuse alternative, and
(3) implementation of the land use alternative. Table 2-1 lists approximate acreage, proposed land use,

associated site information, projected transfer date, transfer mechanism, and land recipient by parcel.

Former Mayor Art Agnos established a Citizens Advisory Committee in 1991 for the Bayview Hunters
Point community. This committee was formed to act as a formal citizen sounding board for land use
redevelopment. The Citizens Advisory Committee is charged with obtaining public opinion and

working with city agencies to ensure that the needs of the community are addressed.

On June 2, 1994, the Citizens Advisory Committee considered several alternative land use plans for
HPS. The preferred alternative was the Education and Arts alternative. This plan was reviewed by the
Bay Conservation and Development Commission and revisions were made by the OMBC on November
1, 1994. The reuse plan was submitted to the San Francisco Board of Supervisors in March 1995 and
was endorsed as the preferred alternative plan (San Francisco Board of Supervisors’ Resolution 49-95).
The community reuse plan has since been updated to include refinements to the areas previously slated
for future development and mixed use, and port priority areas designated for maritime use. Figure 2-1
shows the current reuse plan for HPS from the SFRA as of November 26, 1996 (SFRA 1996).

Figure 2-2 shows the generalized land use surrounding HPS (SFPD 1996). The lands surrounding HPS

are largely industrial and residential areas.
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213 Status of the Environmental Impact Statement/Report

To implement the community reuse plan, the OMBC and the Citizens Advisory Committee developed
an Existing Conditions Report (OMBC 1994) that was issued to the Citizens Advisory Committee in
August 1994. The existing conditions report outlines current and future economic and land use
conditions for HPS. The report contained information to assist planners in creating an area plan and

zoning for HPS.

The decision by Congress to close, relocate, or realign naval bases exempted the Navy from NEPA
evaluation requirements. However, BRAC legislation stipulates that NEPA documents required for
base disposal and reuse should be completed within 12 months after the Navy receives the final
approved reuse plan to the extent practicable. The policy requires that the approved reuse plan be the
preferred alternative in the disposal and reuse EIS for the base. Since the preferred reuse alternative
has been endorsed by the San Francisco Board of Supervisors in 1995, the Navy and the City of San
Francisco have started preparing a base-wide EIS/environmental impact report based on the preferred
OMBC alternative. The EIS will fulfill the City's environmental impact report requirements as
mandated under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). This joint document is expected to

be finalized in November 1997.
2.1.4 Status of the Finding of Suitability to Transfer

A FOST states that a property is suitable for transfer by deed for the intended purposes, if known,
because the requirements for CERCLA Section 120(h)(3) have been met for the property. To date,
only a draft FOST for Parcel A has been prepared for the transfer of HPS property. A no action
CERCLA Record of Decision (ROD) for Parcel A was signed on November 29, 1995. The draft
Parcel A FOST was submitted to the Navy and regulatory agencies on June 24, 1996. Information
detailing the DoD FOST policy is presented in Section 2.5.1.
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2.2 RELATIONSHIP OF DISPOSAL AND REUSE ACTIVITIES TO
ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAMS
Property disposal and reuse activities at HPS are intimately linked to environmental investigation,

restoration, and compliance activities. Federal property transfers to nonFederal parties are governed

by CERCLA Section 120(h).

CERCLA Section 120(h)(3)(A) requires that the deed for Federal transfer of property on which any
hazardous substance was stored for one year or more, known to have been released or disposed of
contain a covenant that all remedial actions necessary to protect human health and the environment
have been taken. CERCLA Section 120(h)(3)(B) defines the phrase "have been taken" to mean that all
remedial actions have been taken if (1) the construction and installation of an approved remedial design
has been completed and (2) the remedy has been demonstrated to be operating properly and
successfully to the EPA Administrator. The latter, however, does not preclude transfer of the property.
Thus, any required remedial or removal response actions must be selected and implemented for such

contaminated properties before transfers to nonFederal parties can occur.

HPS cleanup criteria are chosen in part based on the future uses proposed by the City. For example,
areas identified by the City for industrial use are proposed to be cleaned up to an industrial use
standard, whereas areas slated for residential use are proposed to be cleaned up to a residential use
standard, where possible. This may result in some residual contaminaﬁon, but residual contamination
left in place will either be at levels protective of human health and the environment or protective of
human health and the environment with certain restrictions in place. The requirement for complying
with CERCLA Section 120(h) and the possibility of residual contamination will be factored into the

property disposal and reuse process at HPS.
23 PROPERTY UNSUITABLE FOR TRANSFER

Because of the presence of either persistent contaminants or contaminants in great volume, some areas
of HPS were considered possibly unsuitable for final transfer to the City or any other user. Portions
of Parcel E are being considered unsuitable for final transfer because of radiation contamination.
Radioactive materials, such as radium dials, gauges, deck markers, and other components of electronic

equipment that can be read in the dark, have been disposed of in the Industrial Landfill (IR-01) and the
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Bay Fill Area (IR-02) landfill located in Parcel E. Prior to the 1970s, radioluminescent equipment used
by the Navy contained radium-226 (**Ra) or strontium-90 (**Sr) that was mixed into a phosphorescent
paint base. IR-02 contains an area, approximately 400 feet long by 250 feet wide, where
2Ra-containing materials have been identified; **Sr materials have not been identified at IR-02.
Environmental investigations completed in 1993 show that Ra-containing materials were identified to
a maximum depth of approximately 9 feet below ground surface in IR-02. Currently, remedial action

technologies are still being evaluated for IR-01 and IR-02.
24 STRATEGY FOR INVESTIGATION AND REMEDIATION

Completion schedules for RI and feasibility study (FS) reports for Parcels B through E were agreed
upon by the Navy and regulatory agencies for on June 7, 1995. These schedules are reflected in the
current FFA. The sequence for the completion of the RI and FS reports is Parcel B, D, C, and E
which follows the revised acquisition sequence recommended by the OMBC. The submerged HPS
property, now formally designated as Parcel F, was also included in the FFA negotiated in 1995.
Transfer of the submerged property will occur separately from the transfer of land parcels. Rights of
ingress and egress, however, for the submerged portion will be associated with the transfer of Parcels
B through E, where necessary and appropriate, to ensure the City's ability to develop a maritime

industry, as is now planned.

Schedules for completion of the above-mentioned work are included in Appendix A of the FFA and
also in Chapter 5 of this document. It is expected that the FFA will be renegotiated in 1997 to include
post-ROD activities. The BCT’s intent is to continue developing a strategy focused on the completion
of interim removal actions, and initiation of the remedial actions identified in the parcel-based FS
reports. These strategy actions allow the environmental response to continue the disposal and reuse of

HPS. Several such actions have already been taken and are underway, as discussed in Section 3.1.3.
2.5 PROPERTY TRANSFER METHODS

A memorandum of understanding was signed by the Navy and former San Francisco Mayor Jordan on
January 21, 1994 (EFA WEST 1994c). The memorandum between the Navy, City, and the SFRA set
out a strategy to transfer HPS property to the City. After the signing of the memorandum, the passage
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of the Pryor Amendment and DoD's implementation regulations have allowed for a more favorable
agreement for all parties. The memorandum has been set aside in favor of pursuing an agreement to
lease in furtherance of conveyance to the City. This agreement will give the City a marketable interest

in the property and allow it to develop an interim strategy leading to a long-term revitalization of HPS.

When property is ready for transfer by deed to the City, parcels may be identified for transfer based on
a FOST. FOSTs are supported by an EBS and CERCLA ROD:s for the property being transferred.
The FOST review process summary, finding of suitability to lease (FOSL) review process policy

summary, and interim leases and licenses are discussed below.

2.5.1 FOST Review Process Summary

A FOST states that the property is suitable for transfer by deed for the intended purposes, if known,
because the requirements for CERCLA Section 120(h)(3) have been met for the property, taking into
account potential risk of future liability. Two DoD policies have been established for FOSTs

(DoD 1994a). These policies relate to properties where releases or disposal have occurred and
properties where releases or disposal have not occurred. These policies and properties suitable for

early transfer are discussed below.
2.5.1.1 Properties Where Releases or Disposal Have Occurred

For properties where releases or disposal have occurred, the FOST procedure is as follows:

1.  Regulatory agencies will be notified upon initiation of the EBS and the FOST. The process of
development of these documents will be designed to assure that regulators are provided adequate
opportunity to express their views. Regulators will be provided with workable draft documents
as they become available, including the EBS and the proposed FOST. Regulatory comments
received during the development of these documents will be reviewed and incorporated as
appropriate. Any unresolved comments will be included as attachments to the EBS or the FOST.

2. The regulatory agencies and public will be notified of the intent to sign a FOST at the earliest
possible time, but no later than 30 days prior to a transfer by deed. The notification will be
mailed to the regulatory agencies and will include the draft FOST. Either the EBS report or a
summary of the findings of the EBS process that pertain to the parcel to be transferred will be
made available to the public. Additional supporting documentation will be made available upon
request. The DoD components will address relevant comments from regulatory officials and
other appropriate entities that have been received within this 30-day period. After consideration
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of all relevant comments (unresolved comments will be included as an appendix to the FOST) and
signing of the FOST, the DoD components may proceed to convey the property by deed.

3. The DoD components will provide public notice of the signing of the FOST and will retain the
signed FOST, including all regulatory comments and responses on the EBS and/or FOST, in the
transaction file (and the Administrative Record, where applicable) and will make the FOST
available to the public upon request.

4.  Conditions will be included in the transfer deed to accomplish the following:

a.  Ensure environmental investigations and remedial and oversight activities will not be
disrupted at any time. Such conditions will include, but are not limited to, the following:

1.  Providing for continued access for DoD (or its designated contractor) and regulatory
agencies to monitor the effectiveness of cleanup, perform 5-year reviews, and/or take
additional remedial or removal actions

2.  Prohibiting activities that could disrupt any remediation activities or jeopardize the
protectiveness of those remedies, such as the following: '

. Surface application of water that could impact the migration of contaminated
groundwater

. Subsurface drilling or use of groundwater unless DoD determines that there
will be no adverse impacts on the cleanup process

] Construction that would interfere with, negatively impact, or restrict access for
cleanup work

b.  Limit use as required by the FOST
2.5.1.2 - Properties Where Releases or Disposal Have Not Occurred

For properties where releases or disposal have not occurred, the FOST procedure is as follows:

1.  Regulatory agencies will be notified upon initiation of the EBS and FOST. The process of
development of these documents will be designed to assure that regulators are provided adequate
opportunity to express their views. Regulators will be provided with workable draft documents
as they become available, including the EBS and the proposed FOST. Regulatory comments
received during the development of these documents will be reviewed and incorporated as
appropriate. Any unresolved regulatory comments will be included as attachments to the EBS or
the FOST.
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2.5.2

The regulatory agencies and public will be notified of the intent to sign a FOST at the earliest
possible time, but no later than 30 days prior to a transfer by deed. The notification will be
mailed to the regulatory agencies and will include the draft FOST. Either the EBS report or a
summary of the findings of the EBS process that pertain to the parcel to be transferred will be
made available to the public. Additional supporting documentation will be made available upon
request. The DoD components will address relevant comments from regulatory officials or other
appropriate entities that have been received within this 30-day period. After consideration of all
relevant comments (unresolved comments will be included as an appendix to the FOST) and
signing of the FOST, the DoD components may proceed to convey the property by deed.

The DoD components will provide public notice of the signing of the FOST and will retain the
signed FOST, including all regulatory comments and responses on the EBS and/or FOST, in the
transaction file (and the Administrative Record, where applicable) and will make the FOST
available to the public upon request.

Conditions will be included in the transfer deed to accomplish the following:

a.  Ensure that a response action or corrective action found to be necessary after the date of
transfer by deed will be conducted by the U.S. Government.

b.  Grant the U.S. Government access to the property in any case in which a response action

or corrective action is found to be necessary after the date of transfer by deed or such
access necessary to carry out a response action or corrective action on adjoining property.

FOSL Review Process Policy Summary

For property at which necessary cleanup actions have not been taken, leasing is a viable means for

turning over property for reuse as long as the conditions of the lease ensure that the tenant does not

incur any unacceptable risks and that the Navy has access to the property to conduct necessary

environmental cleanup actions. A FOSL states that the property is suitable for leasing pursuant to the

proposed lease, including the specified restrictions, with acceptable risk to human health and the
environment. The DoD policy (DoD 1994b) for FOSLs is as follows:

Regulatory agencies will be notified upon initiation of the EBS and the FOSL. The process of
development of these documents will be designed to ensure that regulators have an adequate
opportunity to express their views. Regulators will be provided with workable draft documents
as they become available. Regulatory comments received during the development of these
documents will be reviewed and incorporated as appropriate. Any unresolved regulatory
comments will be included as attachments to either the EBS or the FOSL.

As required by CERCLA Section 120(h)(5), DoD shall notify the state before entering into any
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lease that will encumber the property beyond the date of termination of DoD’s operations. These
notifications shall include the length of the lease, name of the lessee, and a description of the uses
that will be allowed under the lease. At National Priorities List sites DoD shall provide this
notification to EPA as well.

The DoD components will provide public notice of the signing of the FOSL and will retain the
signed FOSL, including all regulatory comments on and responses to the EBS and/or FOSL, in
the transaction file (and the Administrative Record, where applicable), and will make the FOSL
available to the public upon request.

The EBS and the FOSL will be provided to each lessee before execution of the lease.
Conditions will be included in the lease to ensure the following:

a.  Notification of the existence of an FFA, interagency agreement; or other regulatory
agreements, orders, or decrees for environmental restoration (for example, a RCRA
permit), if any. Terms of the lease shall not affect the rights and obligations of parties
under the FFA; interagency agreement, or other regulatory agreements; orders, or decrees.

b.  Environmental investigations and response oversight and activities will not be disrupted.
Such conditions will include, but are not limited to, the following:

1.  Providing for continued access by DoD and regulatory agencies to investigate as
required the real property and adjacent property to monitor the effectiveness of the
cleanup as required, to perform 5-year reviews as required, and/or to take additional
remedial or removal actions as required. At a minimum, such rights shall include all
those existing under the Federal Facility Agreement.

2.  Ensuring that the proposed use will not disrupt remediation activities.

c.  Human health and the environment are protected by preventing the inappropriate use of the
property.

d. Compliance with health and safety plans.
e.  Subsequent transactions involving the property shall include such provisions.

Model lease provisions will be included in all outleases and subleases unless determined not to be
appropriate by the DoD components in consultation with the appropriate EPA or state
representative. This determination will be documented by the DoD components.

Leases will provide that both the EBS and restrictive conditions in the lease dealing with
environmental requirements limiting use will also be included in subleases as they occur. Copies
of all subleases will be provided to the DoD components with jurisdiction over the parcel,
retained in the transaction file, and made available to the public upon request.
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8.  Amendments, renewals, or extensions of leases shall not require a new (or updated) EBS or
FOSL unless the leased premises change substantially or the permitted uses are to change in
environmentally significant ways.

2.53 Interim Leases and Licenses

To increase the economic potential of the Bayview Hunters Point community and San Francisco in
general, EFA WEST and the HPS BCT have endeavored to implement interim licenses and leases until
HPS is transferred to the City. The Navy has entered into several legal agreements allowing interim
uses of certain base lands and facilities. The current tenants and current uses of HPS buildings are

identified in Table 1-6. Figure 1-4 presents the buildings currently used at HPS.

EFA WEST has issued many interim licenses and two long-term leases since 1994. These licenses and

leases are summarized below.

¢ Buildings 606 and 281 were licensed in 1994 to Skellington Productions, Twentieth
Century Fox, for constructing a film production set for the movie “James and the Giant
Peach” and for office space. Negotiations began in 1996 to lease Building 606 to the City
of San Francisco, who in turn subleased the building to the San Francisco Police
Department for office administration and staging space.

e Building 383 was licensed to James Richard of the Aboriginal Black-Man Unlimited for
training and educational purposes.

e Dry Dock 4 was leased to Astoria Metals for ship dismantling and related activities. In
addition Buildings 274 and 282 were also leased to Astoria Metals.

e Buildings 381 and 307 and the surrounding 5 acres were proposed to be leased to Wedrell
James & Son for use as a construction materials recycling site.

In 1996, the Navy completed the addition, preparation of FOSL 